
GOVERNMENT O F  THE 
B O A R D  O F  ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

Applicat ion No. 12368 of Sidney Spiege l ,  Inc . ,  pursuant  t o  
Paragraph 8207.11 of t h e  Zoning Regulations,  f o r  a var iance 
from t h e  permit ted u s e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  (Sub-section 3105.2) 
t o  permit t h e  establ ishment  of a r e s i d e n t  manager's o f f i c e  
and a r e a l  e s t a t e  investment o f f i c e  i n  t h e  R-5-A D i s t r i c t  i n  
an apartment located a t  3928 - 7th  S t r e e t ,  N.E.  (Square 3820, 
Lot 8 0 7 ) .  

HEARING DATE: Ma.rch 2 2 ,  1977 
D E C I S I O N  DATE: A p r i l  6 ,  1977 

F I N D I N G S  OF FACT: 

1. The sub jec t  proper ty  i s  improved wi th  a two s t o r y  
b r i c k  apartment house conta in ing  four  u n i t s .  

2 ,  The app l i can t  proposes t o  u s e  one of t h e  four  
apartments a t  t h e  subject proper ty  f o r  a n  o f f i c e  f o r  h i s  
r e a l  e s t a t e  investment a c t i v i t i e s  and a s  a r e s i d e n t  manager's 
o f f  ice. 

3. The a .ppl ica .nt ' s  proposed use does n o t  qua.l ify a .s  
a, home occupa.tion beca.use he employs a.n individua.1 who i s  
not  a. m e m b e r  of h i s  fa.mily r e s i d i n g  on t h e  premises. 

4 .  The app l i can t  expended c .  $10 ,000  t o  renovate t h e  
apartment. Such expenses d id  no t  include any improvements 
which w e r e  d i r e c t l y  needed f o r  t h e  conduct of t h e  business  
and which could not  be app l i cab le  t o  a n  apartment u s e .  

5. The a p p l i c a t i o n  w a s  opposed by Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission 5A on t h e  grounds t h a t  t h e  a r e a  should remain 
s t r i c t l y  r e s i d e n t i a l  i n  cha rac t e r .  There w a s  a d d i t i o n a l  
oppos i t ion  from r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  a r e a  on s i m i l a r  grounds. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND O P I N I O N :  

The app l i can t  seeks a u s e  var iance r equ i r ing  a showing 
of except iona l  hardship r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i c  property.  
The Board i s  of t h e  opinion t h a t  t h e  app l i can t  has  f a i l e d  
t o  make t h e  requi red  showing and, i n  f a c t ,  seeks t h e  var iance 
a s  a m a t t e r  of personal  convenience. The Board concludes t h a t  
reasonable u s e  of t h e  property can be made f o r  a purpose 
f o r  which it i s  zoned. Accordingly, it i s  t h e r e f o r e  ORDERED 
t h a t  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  hereby D E N I E D .  

VOTE: 

4-0 ( L i l l a .  B u r t  Cummings, Esq., Ruby B. McZier, E s q , ,  
W i 1 l i a . m  F.  McIntosh and Leona.rd L. McCants, Esq. 

t o  deny) .  

BY ORDER OF THE D. C. BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

ATTESTED By: 
STEVEN E. SHER 
Executive Direc tor  

F I N A L  DATE OF ORDER: 


